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PER CURI AM

A jury convicted Bobby Antoi ne Sutton of possession with
intent to distribute cocai ne base (Count One), in violation of 21
US C 8§ 841(a)(1) and (b)(1)(A(iii) (2000), and possession of a
firearmin furtherance of a drug trafficking crime (Count Two), in
violation of 18 U S. C. 8§ 924(c)(1) (2000). Sutton appeals his
conviction on Count Two, alleging that the district court erred in
denying his notion for judgnent of acquittal under Fed. R Cim P.
29.7 We affirm

Sutton contends that the evidence was insufficient to
support his 8 924(c) conviction. He argues that the evidence did
not show that the firearm seized by police was his or that there
was a nexus between the drug trafficking and the gun. W review
the district court’s decision to deny a notion for judgnent of

acquittal de novo. United States v. Gallinore, 247 F.3d 134, 136

(4th Gr. 2001). Were, as here, the notion was based on
sufficiency of the evidence, “[t]he verdict of the jury nmust be
sustained if there is substantial evidence, taking the view nost

favorable to the Governnent, to support it.” Gasser v. United

States, 315 U S. 60, 80 (1942). W “have defined ‘substanti al

evidence,’ in the context of a crimnal action, as that evidence

"Sutton does not challenge his possession with intent to
di stribute cocaine base conviction. See Edwards v. Gty of
&ol dsboro, 178 F.3d 231, 241 n.6 (4th Gr. 1999) (noting that
i ssues not briefed or argued are deened abandoned).
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which ‘a reasonable finder of fact could accept as adequate and
sufficient to support a conclusion of a defendant’s guilt beyond a

reasonabl e doubt.'” United States v. Newsonme, 322 F.3d 328, 333

(4th Gr. 2003) (quoting United States v. Burgos, 94 F.3d 849, 862-

63 (4th Cr. 1996) (en banc)). In evaluating the sufficiency of
t he evidence, we do not reviewthe credibility of the witnesses and
assune that the jury resolved all contradictions in the testinony

in favor of the governnent. United States v. Ronmer, 148 F.3d 359,

364 (4th Cr. 1989).

To establish illegal possession of afirearmin violation
of § 924(c), the governnent nust prove that the defendant know ngly
possessed a firearmin furtherance of a crinme of violence or drug
trafficking crine. Viewwng the evidence in the I|ight nost
favorabl e to the governnent and resolving all contradictions inthe
testinmony in favor of the governnent, we find that the evidence
showed that Sutton possessed the firearm in question. W have
construed the “in furtherance of” provision of 8§ 924(c) to require
“the governnent to present evidence indicating that the possession
of a firearm furthered, advanced, or helped forward a drug

trafficking crinme.” United States v. Lomax, 293 F. 3d 701, 705 (4th

Cr.), cert. denied, 537 U S. 1031 (2002). Qur review of the

record convinces us that the jury heard sufficient evidence to find

Sutton guilty of this offense.



Accordingly, we affirmSutton’s conviction. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.
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